formal apology for World War II-era military atrocities. These atrocities included the massacre of an estimated 300,000 people in Nanjing between late 1937 and early 1938, and the abuse of thousands of Chinese women as sex slaves. In this context, Zhang's portrayal of a woman selling her virginity to the highest Japanese bidder was viewed as a national insult (Bezlova 2006 ; 'China Bans Memoirs of a Geisha' 2006; 'China Cancels Release of "Memoirs of a Geisha" ' 2006) . More recently, Zhang Ziyi has been called 'unpatriotic and shameless' for becoming engaged to an Israeli venture capitalist, Vivi Nevo, and enabling the paparazzi to circulate semi-nude photographs of the couple sunbaking on a beach (Song et al. 2010; Tan 2009 ).
Along with the taint of sexual promiscuity, Zhang Ziyi became the focus of intense public scrutiny in the PRC between January and March 2010 for allegedly defaulting on a pledge to donate one million yuan to the Sichuan earthquake disaster-relief fund. The earthquake of 12 May 2008, which measured 7.8 on the Richter Scale, not only killed an estimated 70,000 people and left five million homeless ('Sichuan Earthquake: Facts and Ziyi About "Fake" Donation' 2010 ; 'Zhang Ziyi 100 wan Meijin de 5.12 dizhen juankuan ta zai nali Zong He 2010) . Dubbed 'donation-gate,' the associated controversy obliged Zhang Ziyi to hire a team of US-based lawyers, to give an exclusive interview to the China Daily, and to engage in renewed philanthropic endeavours, in an effort to clear her name (Zhou 2010a (Zhou , 2010b . explains how the scandal came to public attention and the nature of its development and resolution. It then locates the origins of that controversy in an escalating series of scandals associated with the disaster-relief efforts, in order to demonstrate how public distrust of the wealthy and famous poses problems for the development of a philanthropic culture in China. Critics of US-based celebrities often claim that celebrity philanthropy is a cynical marketing exercise designed to improve a star's brand power and an apolitical mode of philanthropy that thrives on adoring fans, not on accountability (Wood 2007) . In contrast, I show that public individuals who engage in mediatized philanthropic activities in the PRC are subject to intense public scrutiny and demands for accountability. Moreover, rather than exposing the self-centred egoism and fallibility of modern-day celebrities, the nature of those demands highlights the problems surrounding recent calls to cultivate a philanthropic citizenry in present-day China. ('Donation Details Released' 2010) . Apart from confirming that Zhang Ziyi had only donated 840,000 yuan to the disaster-relief fund, in two separate payments of 400,000 and 440,000 yuan, these investigations revealed that money raised by Zhang at the Cannes International Film Festival amounted to the paltry sum of US$1,300-not the more than US$500,000 reported in the media. The Ziyi Zhang Foundation was also called into disrepute via suggestions that its lack of transparency implied that it was merely a front for charity fraud and personal profiteering (Zhou 2010b Faced with mounting criticisms of her 'fake philanthropy,' Zhang Ziyi gave an exclusive interview to the China Daily, a state-run English-language newspaper, on 12
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March 2010. In that interview, the transcript of which was posted on the China Daily's website in both English and Chinese, Zhang affirmed that she had donated one million yuan from her personal finances to the Chinese Red Cross Foundation for the Sichuan earthquake disaster-relief fund (Zhou 2010b 2010. Zhang attributed the delay to her failure to follow-up on instructions that she had given to staff and denied accusations of fraud and embezzlement. Regarding confusion about the amount of money raised in Cannes, Zhang stated that she had only raised US$1,300 in cash because of the hasty nature of that fundraising event. Although only US$39,000 of pledges from a total of US$400,000 had been honoured, she was still negotiating a project with potential donors, whose names she was unable to reveal for privacy reasons (Zhou 2010b ). Responding to accusations of embezzlement, and inadvertently offering another example of her ineffective philanthropic efforts, Zhang
Ziyi noted that a full-page advertisement paid for by the Hollywood Reporter, in which the editor-in-chief and Zhang had appealed for funds for the relief of the Sichuan earthquake, had not induced anyone to contribute to her Foundation ('Q & A: Zhang . Zhang vowed to make up for any shortfall if contributions pledged towards the building of a children's centre in Sichuan Province were unforthcoming. Zhang further insisted that she had never tried to enhance her public image by intimating that she had raised between one and seven million dollars-those figures had been arbitrarily cited by journalists (Li 2010; 'Q & A: Zhang Zhou 2010b ).
Zhang maintained that she had kept silent about the controversy for two months because she had hired a legal team in the USA to investigate the issues raised by China's netizens, which had taken longer than anticipated ('Q & A: Zhang ).
However, she was now in a position to confirm that there had never been anything untoward about the running of the Ziyi Zhang Foundation-it is a not-for-profit organization, handled by a professional accountant in a transparent and legal manner.
Monies pledged to that Foundation through Zhang's fundraising efforts in Cannes and elsewhere were earmarked for the building of a children's centre in Deyang City, Sichuan Province, under the auspices of the UK-based international charity, Care for
Children. As relevant government authorities had only approved that project in November 2009, the building of the centre had not started and hence Care for Children had not received any funding from the Ziyi Zhang Foundation. Funds would be transferred once the building work began, which according to subsequent press releases took place on 1 June 2010 ('Zhang Ziyi To Use Funds' 2010) .
Zhang Ziyi concluded the interview by saying that the donation-gate scandal had taught her five things about philanthropy and celebrity. First, effective philanthropy requires more than personal passion: it needs a professional team with the right approach.
Second, celebrities have a duty to engage in philanthropic work because they have a public profile, not because they want to boost their image. Third, this necessitates a mediatized approach to generating philanthropy, rather than a low-key or anonymous approach, which she would otherwise prefer. Fourth, the act of giving-back through philanthropy is important to someone whose achievements are the result of time and money invested by the Chinese nation and the Chinese people. Finally, and responding to additional questions about the links between the donation-gate scandal and the black paint incident, Zhang stated that the public has a right to know within ethical limits about the private lives of celebrities. However, members of the public should understand that celebrities are ordinary people and not moral exemplars, even though their domestic and international standing as representatives of China requires them to conduct themselves as perfectly as possible.
In short, Zhang Ziyi affirmed that she had a social obligation, both as a celebrity and as a patriot, to engage in high-profile philanthropic activities, and she vowed to respond to public exposure of her inexperience by righting her errors. In June 2010, Zhang Ziyi made good on that claim by appearing in the earthquake-affected area of Deyang City to announce that work had begun on the construction of a centre for orphans and vagrant children. Zhang further revealed that funding for the centre came from the proceeds of her 2008 fundraising drive in Cannes, indicating that the pledged sum of US$400,000 to the Ziyi Zhang Foundation had been honoured. Reportedly choking back her tears, the actor expressed relief that after two years of hard work, the project had finally begun ('Zhang Ziyi To Use Funds' 2010) .
While some netizens maintained that their actions had obliged the actor to fulfil her promises by exposing her cynical efforts to 'cash in' on the wave on patriotic sentiment that accompanied the Sichuan earthquake ('Open Letter To Zhang Public Image Awards' 2010) . This award arguably demonstrates Zhang's masterful manipulation of the public from the start to the end of the donation-gate scandal.
However, a more plausible explanation for that scandal is the one Zhang provided in interview with the China Daily (Zhou 2010b) . She had neither the experience nor the professional team required to manage the issues and delays imposed by the lack of a developed institutional framework for philanthropy in China.
In any case, the 'fall-out' from the donation-gate scandal indicates that it offers more than a tale of personal redemption. Concerned netizens promptly proceeded to question the disaster-relief efforts of a wide range of Chinese entertainment stars. Actor Li
Bingbing was accused of only donating 500 yuan out of a pledged contribution of 300,000 yuan. Singer Hu Yanbing allegedly donated a mere 50 yuan of a publicized 50,000 yuan. Zhao Wei, a movie star, reportedly only gave 20,000 yuan of a 100,000
yuan pledge and actor Liu Xiaoqing was criticized for donating 4,300 yuan rather than 100,000 yuan as promised Sichuan Earthquake Donations' 2010 . As the escalating nature of such allegations on interactive media forums would suggest, celebrity philanthropy in China is a political affair.
The politics of philanthropy in reform-era China
Although China has a long history of philanthropy ('About Us' n. Public condemnation of multinational companies for their allegedly miserly donations to the disaster-relief efforts quickly translated into praise for local Chinese companies that were seen to have contributed generously. Wanglaoji, an herbal tea soft drink, became famous overnight and reported a significant increase in sales after its parent company, the Jiaduobao Group, donated 100 million yuan at the 18 May China Central
Television Station disaster-relief gala (Fong 2008; McGinnis et al. 2009 ). This contribution was viewed as providing a concrete demonstration of the company's claim to 'give back' some of its profits by 'zealously' participating in 'public welfare activities and philanthropy' ('Brief Introduction' 2005 As it turned out, the perception that multinational companies were busy exploiting business opportunities in China and unwilling to 'give back' chiefly flowed from a lack of transparency and clarity in the reporting of donations, and the time-delay required to obtain company board and/or shareholder authorization for donations that exceeded the established corporate social responsibility policies of international companies. Many of the 'international iron roosters' had not only made immediate contributions to the disaster-relief efforts, but also sought authorization to increase their original donations. By 2010, as the Zhang Ziyi scandal attests, the 'naming and shaming' of the rich and the famous on interactive media forums for their allegedly 'fake' philanthropy had begun to focus on China's entertainment stars. While pointing to the democratizing influence of the Internet, by giving a voice to those who were previously voiceless and providing citizens with an unprecedented degree of participation in China's media, the 'lead-up' to and the 'fall-out' from the Zhang Ziyi scandal highlights a simple fact. The growth of user-generated content, and the rise of the blogger, in particular, does not necessarily contribute to the production of responsible citizens and democratic politics. It also fuels populist denigration of public individuals.
Conclusion
An examination of the Zhang Ziyi scandal and its precursors suggests that the economic and social legacies of the Maoist era have created problems for the development of a philanthropic citizenry in China by encouraging an emphasis on philanthropy understood as a social obligation of the wealthy and famous. Celebrities and major corporations in China are expected to 'give back more' precisely because they have surplus money and brand power. At the same time, it is assumed that the philanthropic activities of public individuals should be open to public scrutiny because their money and status requires them to accept responsibility for leading positive social change. This remains the case even though the structural problems associated with the undeveloped nature of China's philanthropic sector prevent them from 'doing philanthropy professionally,' thereby placing them at risk of public censure. The proliferation of celebrity-philanthropy scandals on interactive media formats further indicates that China's netizens view public criticism as a positive incitement for public individuals to do more and better rather than a potential or actual discouragement.
An evident problem here is that the effective transposition of philanthropy from a desire to assist the public good into an obligation to 'give back' undermines both the principle that people are free to determine how much of their resources they wish to use on 'public endeavours' and the underlying voluntarism of philanthropy. If public individuals are obliged to give back more and publicly, rather than doing so voluntarily based on personal sentiment and a sense of reward, then, philanthropy is simply a different and largely unexamined means for ensuring the redistribution of wealth.
Alternatively, it places a populist and non-governmental tax on fame and success rather than surplus capital per se.
